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An often overlooked aspect concerning the Glashaus is the significant influence 
exerted by the client in the design of the building. In an intentional endeavour to 
create an exhibition pavilion that best showcased their glazed products and 
construction technologies, the German Luxfer Prism Syndicate both 
commissioned and majority financed the Glashaus. It would therefore seem 
strange that the official histories of the Glashaus would rather record the utopian, 
romanticised and arguably imagined intentions of Bruno Taut as the architect, as 
opposed to the reality of the client’s intentions. This paper offers a 
reinterpretation of the Glashaus from the perspective of German Luxfer Prism 
Syndicate. This reinterpretation is achieved through an investigation that primarily 
concentrates on the glazed areas of the Glashaus where the German Luxfer 
Prism Syndicates products were most evident. Using the arguments initially 
presented by Dietrich Neumann as a foundation, this research is additionally 
interwoven with inquiry into diverse aspects such as patents filed by the Luxfer 
group of companies and a close examination of the original black and white 
photographs of the Glashaus. A dramatically different understanding emerges 
when the Glashaus is argued from the perspective of the client; an understanding 
that is cold, hard and commercial as opposed to utopian and romanticised. As a 
result, this research makes a contribution to the current debate concerning the 
Glashaus and the re-evaluation of the histories of the modern movement.  
Introduction 
The Glashaus is both a seminal example of early modernist architecture and Bruno Taut’s 
signature building (Figure 1). The official history of the Glashaus has primarily been 
established by the art critic Adolf Behne who proposes the building as Expressionist 
architecture.1 This label, having endured to the present, implicates the Glashaus with the 
generally accepted Expressionist associations of a cosmic, crystalline, mystic and religious 
utopian architecture.2 This paper departs from this traditional understanding and explores the 
Glashaus from the perspective of the client, the Deutsche Luxfer Prismen Syndikat - GmbH. 
(German Luxfer Prism Syndicate – Limited Liability Company).Through this process it 
becomes evident that a very different understanding of the Glashaus emerges that recasts 
the building not as fanciful and utopian, but rather as a prescriptive object that ‘borrows’ 
much of its form and effect. 
 
Figure 1. Bruno Taut’s Glashaus constructed for the 1914 Werkbund 
Exhibition in Cologne, Germany.  Left - The east elevation. Centre - 
The west elevation. Right - The drawing that the practice of Taut and 
Hoffmann submitted to the Cologne City Council for building approval. 
Source: http://www.bildindex.de. 
The Luxfer Prism Company 
Established in April of 18973, the Luxfer Prism Company was one of a number of companies 
involved in the manufacture and distribution of glass pavement lights, art glass and the 
product that they were most famous for, patented Luxfer prismatic glass tiles (Figure 2). 
Prismatic glass was an architectural product that was placed on the facade of a building to 
precisely redirect natural light to interior spaces, through both refraction and reflection.4 
Patented Luxfer prism glass tiles were generally 100mm square and approximately 4.75mm 
thick. These tiles were traditionally assembled into regular metal frames that were usually 
600-1200mm high and as wide as the opening into which they were to be inserted.5 The tiles 
were held together in the frame by a grid of thin metal bars that were either zinc soldered 
together, or by the later more complicated and expensive system of electro-deposition, 
patented by William Winslow in 1897.6  
In an effort to increase the distribution of their products, the Luxfer Prism Company initially 
established a number of directly owned foreign branches. One of the most successful of 
these foreign branches was the German branch.7 In the early 20th century the Luxfer Prism 
Company appears to have departed from directly owned foreign branches; instead 
establishing franchise operations. Thus in 1907, the Deutsche Luxfer Prismen Syndikat 
GmbH (DLPS), under the directorship of Friedrich Keppler was established in Germany. 
Keppler quickly acknowledged that patented Luxfer prismatic glass tiles, their methods of 
construction and their architectural applications had little practical application value in the 
European context.8  Thus, Keppler patented a number of innovations, the most notable being 
a system of structural glazing called Glaseisenbeton, commonly known as the ‘Keppler 
System’ (Figure 3). The ‘Keppler System’ was initially patented in 1909 and further refined in 
1913.9 At its core the ‘Keppler System’ departed from the traditional method of assembling 
patented Luxfer prism tiles in two main respects. First, Keppler used reinforced concrete 
instead of solder or electro-deposition to secure the glass tiles. Secondly, this use of 
reinforced concrete resulted in a thicker, heavier glass tile. These ‘simplified’ glass tiles 
lacked the precise prismatic ridges of patented Luxfer prism tiles; had exposed edge ridges 
that secure the tile into the reinforced concrete; and because they were heavier and thicker, 
were also less transparent than patented Luxfer prism tiles.10 
Figure 2. Left – Luxfer prismatic glass tiles were initially patented as 
‘an improvement in window-glass’ by J. G. Pennycuick in 1885. 
Pennycuick founded The Radiating Light Company to commercialise 
his 1885 patent. The Radiating Light Company later became the 
Luxfer Prism Company in 1897. Source: James Pennycuick, Window-
glass, U.S. Patent Number 312,290 (1885).  Figure 3. Right – 
Friedrich Keppler’s 1909 patent for the ‘Keppler System’ or 
Glaseisenbeton. Source: Friedrich Keppler, Improvements in or 
Relating to Reinforced Concrete Structures, G.B. Patent Number 
24,457 (1909). 
Luxfer’s exhibition and trade fair pavilions 
Originating in the late 19th century there was a long standing American and European 
tradition of glass manufactures exhibiting their products at trade fairs and public exhibitions. 
According to Neumann, the ‘glass pavilions’ built for these exhibitions, formed a unique 
building style that owed much of its effect to the particular details of the products used.11 
Many of these buildings followed an established programme of glazed domes, staircases or 
even a central fountain.12 As a member of these glass manufactures and in an attempt to 
attract public interest, Luxfer’s European branches also frequently participated in trade fairs, 
exhibitions and actively sought the attention of architects.13 According to Neumann, Luxfer 
presented it products in a separate exhibition pavilion at the Brussels International World Fair 
in 1910.14 Diamant periodical makes mention of the DLPS as having delivered magnificent 
domes of prism glass for several exhibition pavilions at Brussels International World Fair. 
These domes, according to Diamant, offered amazing lighting effects.15 In 1913, the DLPS 
participated in the Baufachausstellung (Building Trade Exhibition) in Leipzig (Figure 4). At 
this exhibition, the DLPS won a gold medal for a Bruno Möhring designed domed pavilion 
that used “...prismatic glass, glass tiles and reinforced concrete.”16 According to Diamant 
periodical, this Leipzig pavilion was located in close proximity to the six sided pavilion of the 
Association of German Plate Glass Factories (Vereins deutscher Spiegelglasfabriken). This 
Kuppelbau (Domed building) is further described as having had a reinforced concrete 
structure that was infilled with ‘art glass’. The dome is further described as having been 
exceptionally beautiful and made from  Elektroglasprismen (electro-deposition fixed glass 
prisms) that were contained in a dainty copper frame.17  
 
 
Figure 4. Left - The 1913 Leipzig Baufachausstellung. The large ‘U’ 
shaped building in the foreground comprises a number of long shed 
like buildings: Baukunst (Building art) is on the left, Raumkunst 
(Interior art) at the rear centre, while Baustoffe (Building materials) is 
on the right. Directly to the rear of the ‘U’ shaped building is Bruno 
Taut’s Monument des Eisens. Located in the middle of this ‘U’ shaped 
building is what appears to be the Pavilion for Vereins deutscher 
Spiegelglasfabriken.18 Considering the DLPS pavilion is apparently in 
close proximity to that of the Spiegelglasfabriken, then one of the 
circled Kuppelbau could be the DLPS pavilion. Source: 
http://www.bildindex.de. Figure 5. Right - An exterior view and plan of 
Bruno Taut’s Monument des Eisens. Source: Perspective - 
http://www.bildindex.de. Plan - Kurt Junghanns, Bruno Taut 1880-
1938 (Berlin: Elefanten Press Verlag, 1983). 
 
 
Also exhibiting at the 1913 Leipzig Exhibition were the Deutscher Stahlwerks-Verband 
(Association of German Steel Workers) and the Verband Deutscher Brücken-und 
Eisenbaufabriken (Association of German Bridge and Steel Fabricators). These two 
associations chose Bruno Taut to design their pavilion, the Monument des Eisens 
(Monument to Iron).19 In the ‘Monument to Iron’, (Figure 5) Taut much like the architects to 
the glass manufactures, “...used the very material he was hired to advertise and promote in 
order to create an abstract, geometric, exposed steel-frame construction.”20 Neumann states 
that images of the DLPS’s 1913 Leipzig pavilion are yet to be found.21 However, if Figure 4 is 
studied in conjunction with the descriptions of the pavilion above, it is probable that that one 
of the circled buildings could well be Luxfer’s 1913 pavilion. If this is the case, then it is clear 
that this existing prototype enforced by the DLPS could have dictated and limited Taut’s 
design choices for the 1914 Glashaus. This is supported by the fact that while the Glashaus 
has a reinforced concrete structure, Taut initially proposed an iron skeleton for the dome and 
columns.22 Taut’s intended use of structural steel in all probability derives from his 
experiences with the material in both his Monument des Eisens, and his earlier 1910 pavilion 
for the structural steel manufacturer Träger Verkafs-Kontor at the 2nd Ceramic, Cement and 
Lime Industrial Exhibit in Berlin. Apart from the construction of the Monument des Eisens, the 
Leipzig Exhibition could have been significant for Taut because it could have afforded him an 
opportunity to make contact with the DLPS. Another explanation for the Taut/DLPS 
relationship could be that DLPS’s Berlin office was located at 204 Friedrichstrasse23, while 
the offices of Taut & Hoffmann were located a short distance away at 20 Linkstrasse.24  
From these descriptions of glass pavilions, especially those of the DLPS, there is a tendency 
to focus on the areas of these buildings where glazed products were most visible; particular 
the dome. Other aspects that are frequently mentioned include geometry and construction 
materials, method and technologies. Thus, considering that the products and construction 
technologies of the DLPS were most evident in the upper two thirds of the Glashaus i.e. the 
dome and its lower supporting base that contained both the stairs at the periphery and the 
fountain at its core, these areas will be investigated further.  
 
The Deutsche Luxfer Prismen Syndikat and the Glashaus 
In keeping with the company’s desire to associate with progressive architects, the DLPS 
chose Bruno Taut to design their Glashaus pavilion at the Cologne Werkbund Exhibition of 
1914. The DLPS both initiated, majority funded, donated the building materials and supplied 
many of the exhibits to the Glashaus.25 Nevertheless, Taut acting much like a modern 
developer also sourced other financial contributions and products, with Taut & Hoffmann 
ultimately contributing 20,000 Reich Marks to the cost of the Glashaus.26 
In the drawing that Taut and Hoffmann submitted to the Cologne City Council for building 
approval27, the voids between the rhombic structure of the Glashaus’ dome are drawn as 
double glazed, with the outer skin labelled as Spiegelglas (Plate glass) and the inner layer 
labelled as Luxferprismen (Luxfer prisms). The floor to the dome roof is labelled as Boden 
Luxferprismen mit Betonrippen (Floor of Luxfer prisms with Concrete beams), while the stairs 
to the Dome Room is labelled as Treppe Glassteine auf Eisenkonstru. (Glass block Stairs 
with Steel construction). Further, the glazed non-structural infill that partly surrounded the 
staircases is simply referred to as Glassteine (Glass blocks); while the flared circular ceiling 
below the oculus appears to be labelled as ‘Uelmfang’ Glas. However, this is in all probability 
Umfang Glas or Circumference Glass. It is a common misconception that patented Luxfer 
prisms were used in the Glashaus’ dome. In reality ‘simplified’ glass tiles filled the voids 
between the reinforced concrete structures to the Glashaus’ dome.28 When Figures 6, 7and 
12 are referenced, these simplified tiles, departed from the traditional 100mm square 
configuration of patented Luxfer prism tiles. Supposedly in keeping the DLPS desire to 
diversify it product range, these simplified tiles constituted a variety of square, rectangular, 
circular and polygonal shapes, and appear to have a simple pressed surface design. Further, 
the simplified glass tiles to the Glashaus’ dome were held together by copper frames and 
strips, not according the newer ‘Keppler System’, but using William Winslow electro-
deposition process.29 This use of Winslow’s electro-deposition process resulted in much 
lighter triangular shaped glazed infill panels, when compared to the heavier but newer 
‘Keppler System’.  
 
Figure 6. Left – An image of the Glashaus’ dome illustrating the 
presence of a ‘third’ coloured layer of ‘glazing’. If the individual 
‘simplified’ glass tiles were coloured through a process of metal 
deposition, then the colour would be uniform across the entire tile. 
Clearly this is not the case as the circled portions of image show 
individual tiles with more than one colour. Thus, the infill glazing 
panels of ‘simplified’ glass tiles are either coloured through the 
application of transparent paint, or through a further or third layer of 
interior coloured glass. Source: Angelika Thiekotter (Ed.), 
Kristallisationen, Splitterrungen: Bruno Taut's Glashaus, (Basel: 
Birkhauser Verlag, 1993), 44. Figure 7. Right – A further image of the 
interior of the Glashaus’ dome. The colouration of the glazed infill 
panels is not visible in this image. This would tend to indicate that 
either the coloured layer is not yet present, or the lighting conditions 
are different. Source: http://www.bildindex.de. 
 
Thiekotter, states that at some point the depth of the structural members in the Glashaus’ 
dome decreases from an initial 20cm to 12cm.30 This fact could be indicative of the heavier 
‘Keppler System’ being the initial specification, but later being superseded by electro-
deposition. In addition to the infill panels of simplified glass tiles, the Glashaus also had a 
second outer layer of simple plate glass; effectively ‘double glazing’ the Glashaus’ dome. It 
has also been proposed that the Glashaus dome constituted not two layers of glazing, but 
three.31 In one particular photograph of the Glashaus (Figure 6) there appears to be a ‘third’ 
coloured layer, possibly of glass or paint, to the interior of the dome. However, in other 
photographs this layer is not visible (Figure 7). In an attempt to explain this discrepancy, 
numerous facts should be considered. For example, in his later 1913 patent, Keppler 
mentions the colouring of hollow bricks of blown glass either through the use of metal 
deposition or paint.32 Furthermore, the total unfinished state of the Werbund Exhibition was 
universally deplored.33 Even five weeks after the opening of the Exhibition on the 16th of May, 
1914, the Glashaus was still not fully operation. Additionally, the Glashaus dome is expressly 
mentioned as multicoloured; starting at its base in deep blue, then progressed upward 
through moss-green, golden yellow and eventually culminated at the apex in brilliant creamy 
white.34 If all of these facts are considered then it becomes highly probable that the glazed 
panels installed in the Glashaus dome were initially clear, with colour only being added later. 
Once the panels were installed the most cost and time effective way to add colour would 
have been through painting. As such, the ‘third layer of glazing’ is in all probability a coating 
of coloured transparent paint, applied after installation was complete. 
The reinforced concrete structure of the dome’s floor comprised 14 beams, which radiated 
outward from a small inner ring beam towards a larger outer ring beam that was supported 
by 14 columns. The 14 radiating beams were laterally braced midway by a further third ring 
beam. Infilling the gaps between the floor structure were circular glass tiles, possibly secured 
according to the ‘Keppler System’. In the drawing submitted to the Cologne City authorities, 
this floor is labelled as comprising Glassteine und Eisenbeton (Glass Blocks and Reinforced 
Concrete). The word Glassteine is also used to describe the walls that surround the 
staircases. According to Neumann the floor to the Glashaus dome “...was made of concrete 
with coloured glass lenses embedded in it.”35 However, what is unclear is whether the ‘lenses’ 
that Neumann references, allowed the transmission of light to the Cascade Room below. If 
the floor was a ‘Keppler System’, then it would seem logical to assume that it did. However, 
considering the extent of the concrete between the glass tiles, and the load bearing nature of 
the surface, if the floor did allow the passage of light, then it could also have been another of 
the DLPS products – Vault, or Sidewalk Lighting.  
The reality of the domes’ floor construction is revealed, when the ceiling to the Cascade 
Room below is considered. In the Cascade Room directly below the oculus, Taut constructed 
a flared circular ceiling (Figure 8). At first glance the construction of the panels that 
constituted this ceiling appears to be similar to the dome above; in that it is apparently 
comprised of a regular series of framed panels containing ‘glazed’ tiles.  However, on closer 
examination these ceiling panels appear as similar to ceramic tiles on the walls of the 
Cascade Room. The ceiling panels appear to have a thin metal frame to the periphery that is 
then immediately lined by one row of square tiles. The rest of the panel is then in infilled in a 
regular pattern, also using the same square tiles. However, unlike the panels to the dome 
above, these ceiling tiles appear to be highly reflective, non light transmitting, and strongly 
coloured; indicating that they are possibly ceramic glazed tiles rather than ‘simplified’ glass 
tiles. Furthermore, if the ceiling panels were constructed using ‘simplified’ glass tiles, then it 
would be logical to assume that they would also have been painted just like those in the 
dome above. However, the photographic evidence does not support this explanation.36  
According to Neumann, the glazed non-structural infill (Figure 9) that partly surrounded the 
staircases was pure ‘Keppler System’.37 The staircases proper, leading from the entrance to 
the Dome Room and them downward toward the Cascade Room, were constructed using a 
steel frame that was infilled with ‘prismatic tiles’. 38 However, when the staircases are 
examined in detail, these ‘prismatic tiles’ are not the same as those used in the dome and 
are fixed according to the ‘Keppler System’; as evidenced by the presence of thick mortar 
joints. 
 
Figure 8. Left – The flared circular ceiling above the Glashaus’ 
Cascade Room. Source: http://www.bildindex.de. Figure 9. Right – 
The glazed non-structural ‘Keppler System’ walls that partially 
surrounded the Glashaus’ staircases. Source: http://www.bildindex.de. 
 
Discussion 
From the above argument it is clear that certain accepted understandings regarding the 
Glashaus are unclear. The first and most obvious of these is that patented glass Luxfer prism 
tiles are not used in the Glashaus. While the drawing submitted to the Cologne City Council 
specifically refers to Luxferprismen as having been applied to both the floor and cladding of 
the Glashaus’ dome, the reality is that simple pressed glass tiles of varying shapes are used.  
The second unclear fact is arguably more important as it concerns the generally layout and 
aesthetics of the Glashaus. When the planning of the Glashaus is compared to that of the 
earlier ‘glass pavilions’, many similarities are evident such as the use of a glass dome, 
staircases and a central fountain. Further, the Glashaus like these ‘glass pavilions’ owed 
much of its sparkling, delicate and jewel-like effect to the particular products used in its 
construction. Furthermore, the Glashaus is also similar to Möhring’s 1913 pavilion, as it also 
used glass tiles and reinforced concrete. Interestingly, this planning arrangement and desire 
to exhibit the clients materials in the best possible manner also has a connection to earlier 
1913 Monument des Eisens; because both have similar plans, with similar plan elements and 
both express an aesthetic that best portrays the products of the client. From this it is clear 
that the Glashaus follows an established prototype. The larger implication is that the 
Glashaus is far from being “...captivating in its individuality and completeness”39 and is 
actually forcefully prescribed and controlled. However, this would have run contrary to what 
Taut, as the architect, would have intended in his freie künstlerische kraft (free artistic will).40 
One of the only aspects of the Glashaus that does not appear to be reverenced by these 
earlier precedents is the rhombic aesthetic of the dome’s structure. Earlier DLPS domes are 
assumed to have had a regular structure of reinforced concrete. For example, like the 
original glazed dome over the Krüger-Passage in Dortmund, Germany by the architects 
Hugo Steinbach and Paul Lutter. (Figure 10)   
 
Figure 10. The original DLPS dome over the Krüger-Passage in 
Dortmund, Germany by the architects Hugo Steinbach and Paul Lutter. 
Source: Paul Liese, “Glas als Baustoff”, Braunschweiger GNC 
Monatsschrift (1923), 162-70. 
 
However, on closer examination even this argument for ‘free artistic will’ becomes irrelevant 
when the structural aesthetic of the Glashaus’ dome is compared to the church, Stuttgart’s 
Stiftskirche (Collegiate Church), that Taut uses to create his argument for ‘free artistic will’. 
The original vaulting above the south aisle to Stuttgart’s Stiftskirche comprises a number of 
rhombic shaped facets that when viewed in plan assumes a star like arrangement (Figure 
11). When the aesthetic of the Stiftskirche is compared to that of the Glashaus’ dome (Figure 
12) they appear as remarkably similar, if not identical. 
 
Figure 11. Left – Interior of Stuttgart’s Stiftskirche showing the south 
aisle with its original vaulting. Source: http://www.stiftskirche.de 
Centre – Plan of Stuttgart’s Stiftskirche with an enlarged portion 
showing the layout of the rib vaulting above the south aisle. Source: 
Georg Dehio & Gustav von Bezold, Die Kirchliche Baukunst des 
Abendlandes (Stuttgart: Arnold Bergsträsser Verlag, 1901) 
Figure 12. Right - An interior image of the Glashaus’ dome. The 
aesthetic and structural arrangement is remarkably similar to that of 
Stuttgart’s Stiftskirche. Source: Angelika Thiekotter (Ed.), 
Kristallisationen, Splitterrungen: Bruno Taut's Glashaus, (Basel: 
Birkhauser Verlag, 1993), 32. 
 
Conclusion 
One perspective on the Glashaus, proposes the building as a fanciful, utopian phenomena; 
and it is this fabricated, expressionist propaganda that is mostly acknowledged in any debate 
concerning the Glashaus.  However, this paper has established another distinct viewpoint by 
explaining the building from the perspective of the client. When the Glashaus is viewed from 
this perspective, it becomes something very different. Therefore, the Glashaus can be 
proposed as a building whose planning, form and materials closely resembles earlier 
precedents; and that is the result of an intentional, prescribed formula that best showcase the 
commercial interests of the client.  
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